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Authorization 
As a result of these determinations, 

NMFS proposes to issue an IHA to SIO 
for conducting a marine geophysical 
survey in the eastern tropical Pacific 
Ocean, provided the previously 
mentioned mitigation, monitoring, and 
reporting requirements are incorporated. 
The duration of the IHA would not 
exceed one year from the date of its 
issuance. 

Dated: October 15, 2010. 
Helen M. Golde, 
Deputy Director, Office of Protected 
Resources, National Marine Fisheries Service. 
[FR Doc. 2010–26547 Filed 10–20–10; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3510–22–P 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

RIN 0648–XZ53 

Taking and Importing of Marine 
Mammals 

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice; annual affirmative 
finding renewal. 

SUMMARY: The Assistant Administrator 
for Fisheries, NMFS, (Assistant 
Administrator) has renewed the 
affirmative finding for the Government 
of El Salvador under the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA). This 
affirmative finding will allow yellowfin 
tuna harvested in the eastern tropical 
Pacific Ocean (ETP) in compliance with 
the International Dolphin Conservation 
Program (IDCP) by El Salvadorian-flag 
purse seine vessels or purse seine 
vessels operating under El Salvadorian 
jurisdiction to be imported into the 
United States. The affirmative finding 
was based on review of documentary 
evidence submitted by the Government 
of El Salvador and obtained from the 
Inter-American Tropical Tuna 
Commission (IATTC) and the U.S. 
Department of State. 
DATES: The affirmative finding renewal 
is effective from April 1, 2010, through 
March 31, 2011. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Sarah Wilkin, Southwest Region, NMFS, 
501 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200, 
Long Beach, CA 90802–4213; phone 
562–980–3230; fax 562–980–4027. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
MMPA, 16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq., allows 
the entry into the United States of 
yellowfin tuna harvested by purse seine 

vessels in the ETP under certain 
conditions. If requested by the 
harvesting nation, the Assistant 
Administrator will determine whether 
to make an affirmative finding based 
upon documentary evidence provided 
by the government of the harvesting 
nation, the IATTC, or the Department of 
State. 

The affirmative finding process 
requires that the harvesting nation is 
meeting its obligations under the IDCP 
and obligations of membership in the 
IATTC. Every 5 years, the government of 
the harvesting nation must request an 
affirmative finding and submit the 
required documentary evidence directly 
to the Assistant Administrator. On an 
annual basis, NMFS will review the 
affirmative finding and determine 
whether the harvesting nation continues 
to meet the requirements. A nation may 
provide information related to 
compliance with IDCP and IATTC 
measures directly to NMFS on an 
annual basis or may authorize the 
IATTC to release the information to 
NMFS to annually renew an affirmative 
finding determination without an 
application from the harvesting nation. 

An affirmative finding will be 
terminated, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State, if the Assistant 
Administrator determines that the 
requirements of 50 CFR 216.24(f) are no 
longer being met or that a nation is 
consistently failing to take enforcement 
actions on violations, thereby 
diminishing the effectiveness of the 
IDCP. 

As a part of the affirmative finding 
process set forth in 50 CFR 216.24(f), the 
Assistant Administrator considered 
documentary evidence submitted by the 
Republic of El Salvador or obtained 
from the IATTC and the Department of 
State and has determined that El 
Salvador has met the MMPA’s 
requirements to receive an annual 
affirmative finding renewal. 

After consultation with the 
Department of State, the Assistant 
Administrator issued the Republic of El 
Salvador’s annual affirmative finding 
renewal, allowing the continued 
importation into the United States of 
yellowfin tuna and products derived 
from yellowfin tuna harvested in the 
ETP by El Salvadorian-flag purse seine 
vessels or purse seine vessels operating 
under El Salvadorian jurisdiction. This 
annual renewal of El Salvador’s 
affirmative finding will remain valid 
through March 31, 2011. 

Dated: October 15, 2010. 
Eric C. Schwaab, 
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 
[FR Doc. 2010–26652 Filed 10–20–10; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3510–22–P 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army; Corps of 
Engineers 

Intent To Prepare a Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement 
(SEIS), Mississippi Barrier Island 
Restoration, Mississippi Coastal 
Improvements Program (MsCIP) for 
Hancock, Harrison, and Jackson 
Counties, MS 

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, DOD. 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 

SUMMARY: The Mobile District, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
intends to prepare a Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement 
(DSEIS) to the MsCIP Comprehensive 
Plan and Integrated Programmatic EIS, 
prepared in June 2009, which evaluated 
comprehensive water resource 
improvements associated with 
hurricane and storm damage risk 
reduction, shoreline erosion, salt water 
intrusion and fish and wildlife 
preservation in three coastal counties of 
Mississippi. As described in the 
Comprehensive Plan, the SEIS will 
address potential impacts associated 
with the comprehensive restoration of 
the Mississippi barrier islands. These 
actions are related to the consequences 
of hurricanes in the Gulf of Mexico in 
2005 and will be used as a basis for 
ensuring compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
ADDRESSES: Questions about the 
proposed action and the DSEIS should 
be addressed to Mr. Larry Parson, or Dr. 
Susan Ivester Rees, Planning and 
Environmental Division, Mobile 
District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
P.O. Box 2288, Mobile, AL 36628–0001. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Larry Parson, (251) 694–3139 or e-mail 
at larry.e.parson@usace.army.mil or Dr. 
Susan Ivester Rees, (251) 694–414, or e- 
mail at susan.i.rees@usace.army.mil. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

1. Hurricane Katrina made landfall in 
Mississippi on August 29, 2005 causing 
catastrophic damage to lives, property, 
and natural resources throughout 
coastal Mississippi. In response, the 
U.S. Congress directed the Secretary of 
the Army through the Corps of 
Engineers (the Corps) to conduct an 
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analysis and design for comprehensive 
improvements or modifications to 
existing improvements in the coastal 
area of Mississippi in the interest of 
hurricane and storm damage reduction, 
prevention of saltwater intrusion, 
preservation of fish and wildlife, 
prevention of erosion, barrier island 
restoration, and other related water 
resources purposes. Further, the Corps 
was directed to provide interim 
recommendations for near term 
improvements by June 30, 2006, with 
final recommendations provided by 
December 30, 2007. Environmental 
impacts associated with implementation 
of 15 interim projects were addressed in 
an Environmental Assessment and a 
Finding of No Significant Impact signed 
on June 29, 2006. 

2. The MsCIP Comprehensive Plan 
evaluated an array of measures to 
promote the recovery of coastal 
Mississippi from the hurricanes of 2005 
and to provide for a coast resilient to 
future storm events. The Integrated 
Programmatic EIS evaluated multiple 
natural and engineered alternatives to 
provide various measures for various 
levels of risk reduction and restoration 
for the Mississippi coast. Formulation of 
the comprehensive plan involved 
identifying potential ‘‘Lines of Defense’’ 
moving from offshore to nearshore, 
shoreline, and along existing natural 
features inland, to possibly reduce 
damage from hurricane and storm 
events. This analysis included 
restoration of the barrier islands, 
nearshore features such as rubble and 
movable wall breakwaters, beachfront 
measures such as dunes, berms, and 
seawalls, coastal roadways and beach 
front property barriers such as elevation 
of roadways and property, and various 
other inland features such as 
installation of levees, elevated highway- 
topped levee systems, and surge 
protection gates, for potential inclusion 
in the overall damage reduction system. 
Consideration of ‘‘non-structural 
measures’’, such as acquisition and 
relocation of structures, hurricane 
evaluation, floodplain management, 
building codes and other event planning 
activities also serve as important 
hurricane and storm damage reduction 
planning features. Other alternatives 
considered restoration of storm 
damaged habitats such as coastal 
marshes, beaches, forests, oyster reefs, 
and submerged aquatic vegetation in 
Mississippi Sound and on the 
Mississippi mainland; restoration of 
historical water flows to coastal 
watersheds including freshwater 
diversion from Louisiana; and 
watershed based drainage modifications 

for flood damage reduction. The EIS 
identified, screened, evaluated, 
prioritized, and optimized an array of 
alternatives. 

3. The Draft SEIS. As discussed in the 
Integrated Programmatic EIS, a 
supplement would be prepared to 
address the borrow sources and 
placement areas for the Mississippi 
Barrier Islands Restoration. This is 
phase II of the plan described in the 
Programmatic EIS. Under phase I, the 
general plan of the barrier islands 
restoration was addressed; however the 
final design was not completed because 
the borrow sources were not identified. 

The Comprehensive Barrier Island 
Restoration consists of the placement of 
approximately 22 million cubic yards of 
sand within the National Park Service’s 
Gulf Islands National Seashore, 
Mississippi unit. Between 13–16 million 
cubic yards of sand would be used to 
close Camille Cut between East Ship 
Island and West Ship Island, which 
originally was opened by Hurricane 
Camille, through the construction of a 
low level dune system. The remaining 
sand would be placed in the littoral 
zones at the eastern ends of Ship and 
Petit Bois Islands. This would result in 
the restoration of 1,150 acres of critical 
coastal zone habitats and improvement 
to the water quality of the Mississippi 
Sound and provide incidental 
protection to two cultural sites on Ship 
Island listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places. In addition, the project 
would include the restoration of Cat 
Island using 1–2 million cubic yards of 
sand which are not included in the 22 
million cubic yards of sand. 

4. Public Involvement: a. The Corps 
has conducted extensive public 
involvement during the Comprehensive 
Plan and Integrated Programmatic EIS of 
June 2009. Since April 2006, the Corps 
Mobile District has hosted over 90 
public involvement events, including 12 
formal public and agency meetings, a 2- 
day Regional coordination meeting, a 
Public Scoping workshop, 3 online 
meetings, a Public Hearing workshop, 
and numerous internal meetings, which 
the agencies were invited to participate. 
The Corps also launched a project 
website enabling user downloads, 
project team collaboration, and 
communication among agencies and the 
public. This Web site will be updated 
with information on the SEIS for the 
Mississippi Barrier Island Restoration 
Project throughout the NEPA process: 
http://www.mscip.usace.army.mil. 

b. The SEIS will analyze potential 
environmental impacts and benefits 
associated with proposed borrow and 
placement sites. Specifically, the 
following major issues will be analyzed 

in the SEIS: Water quality, threatened 
and endangered species, essential fish 
habitat and other marine habitat, 
cultural resources, parks and protected 
lands, wetlands, and cumulative 
impacts. 

c. The Corps will serve as the lead 
Federal agency during preparation of 
the SEIS. The following agencies have 
been invited to participate as 
cooperating agencies: U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency; U.S. 
Department of the Interior—Fish and 
Wildlife Service, National Park Service, 
U.S. Geological Survey, U.S. 
Department of Transportation—Federal 
Highway Administration; U.S. 
Department of Commerce—National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration and the National Marine 
Fisheries Service; U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security—Federal Emergency 
Management Agency; U.S. Department 
of Agriculture—Natural Resources 
Conservation Service; Mississippi 
Department of Marine Resources; 
Mississippi Department of 
Environmental Quality, and Mississippi 
Department of Archives and History; 
Mississippi Museum of Natural Science; 
Mississippi Department of 
Transportation; Mississippi Emergency 
Management Agency and the Gulf 
Regional Planning Commission. 
Participation from other agencies, 
interest groups, and individual citizens 
is being encouraged and sought. 

5. It is anticipated that the SEIS will 
be made available for public review in 
December 2010. 

Curtis M. Flakes, 
Chief, Planning and Environmental Division. 
[FR Doc. 2010–26493 Filed 10–20–10; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3720–58–P 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army 

Board of Visitors, United States 
Military Academy (USMA) 

AGENCY: Department of the Army, DoD. 
ACTION: Meeting notice. 

SUMMARY: Under the provisions of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act of 
1972, the Government in the Sunshine 
Act of 1976, and Federal regulations 
governing advisory committee meetings, 
the Department of Defense announces a 
Federal advisory committee meeting for 
the United States Military Academy 
Board of Visitors. This is the 2010 
Annual Meeting of the USMA Board of 
Visitors. Members of the Board will be 
provided updates on Academy issues. 
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Agency and Public Review Comments and Responses 
 



























Responses to Department of Interior Comments, Letter dated April 21, 2014 
 
National Park Service Comments Responses 
 
1. Concur that the cover page does not include Sand Island.  This was changed on the 
cover page.  
 
2.  Non-concur, the acreage of the island will continue to change in response to 
available sediment input.  The analyses of acreages of all islands used in the SEIS were 
based on full island topographic survey data coverage.  
 
3. Non-concur, the language in Section 1.3 is a generic discussion and the freshwater 
wetlands are addressed elsewhere in the document.  
 
4. No action taken because Sand Island is already included in the description. 
 
5. Non-concur on 3-1 and concur on 3-3. Figure 3-1 is from a prior publication and 
cannot be changed.  The change was made in Figure 3-3. 
 
6. Concur, the edits were made to reflect the comment recommendations. 
 
7. There may have been confusion between DA-10/Sand Island Borrow Option 1 and 2 
(which take 5.1 and 3.7 mcy respectively) and the Alternative Borrow Options (Options 
1 and 2, which takes 5.1 mcy, Option 3 which takes 3.7 mcy, and Option 4, which takes 
0 mcy). Table 3-3 is referring to the DA-10/Sand Island Borrow Options only.  The text 
was revised to state: 
 
Feasible; within Gulf sturgeon and piping plover critical habitat; active dredge material 
disposal site;  
 
DA-10/Sand Island Borrow Area Option 1 would eliminate or adversely affect the 
hydrology and functionality of the palustrine emergent wetlands and some of the 
estuarine intertidal wetlands, some piping plover habitat would remain, and this option 
would reduce wave energy penetrating the Sound by keeping in place the southern 
shoreline;  
 
DA-10/Sand Island Borrow Area Option 2 would avoid the palustrine emergent 
wetlands. 
 
8. Concur, the edits were made to reflect the recommended comment text. 
 
9. Non-concur, this comment included only the addition of the sentence "Even with 
using a smaller area of Sand Island, it is anticipated that removal of this sand would 
adversely affect all wetlands on Sand Island through dredge removal or from damage to 
the hydrologic conditions that currently support any remaining wetlands. We do concur 



with statement that hydrologic conditions would impact all wetlands on DA-10 and will 
be updated to reflect such.  
 
10. Concur, figures were revised accordingly. 
 
11. Non-concur 
 
12. Concur, wetland impacts were corrected to be consistent with WSOF report. 
 
13. Concur, figures were revised accordingly. 
 
14. Concur, figures were revised accordingly. 
 
15. Concur, recommended changes were made accordingly. 
 
16. Concur, clarification was added.  Cat Island was included in the modeling grid for 
storm wave sensitivity analysis. Alternative sand placement strategies were not 
included.  Although not quantified as a percent reduction the analysis does show a clear 
reduction in wave heights in the sound and along the mainland in the lee of the island.  
Text added to 5.4.1.1., under Cat Island Restoration: Restoration would result in a 
reduction in wave heights in the Mississippi Sound and along the mainland in the lee of 
Cat Island (Appendix C). 
 
17.  There is not an apparent discrepancy in grain size variation that warrants further 
discussion in the SEIS. The sampling results merely show what the grain size was at 
those discrete locations.  It is a small sample population in comparison with the entire 
island and grain size will be naturally variable throughout the island because of the 
effects of the depositional environment when it was deposited and the ensuing coastal 
processes reworking it.  The difference in grain size (~0.06 mm) is very small and does 
not constitute a difference in sediment type (gravel vs. sand vs. silt/clay) based on grain 
size.  All the samples were classified as a medium-grained sand on the Wentworth 
scale and were poorly graded, with similar color and percentage of fine sediments.         
 
18. Concur, appropriate changes were made. 
 
 
Fish and Wildlife Service Comments Responses 
 
1. Non-concur, a statement was added in the text citing the appropriate Appendix for 
additional information. 
 
2. Concur, the number of surveys were added in the text. 
 
3. Concur, the number of surveys were added in the text. 
 
 



 
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management Comments Responses 
 
Significant Overarching Comments: 
 
1. Concur, the final listing of identified borrow areas and their corresponding 
descriptions will be in the final SEIS.  
 
2. Concur, the language provided was added to the document appropriately. 
 
3. Concur, 4.1 is the effective volume after assuming 15% dredge inefficiency. The total 
delineated volume is 4.9 MCY.  A table was added to the SEIS to show total available, 
effective volume and in place volumes.   
 
4. Concur, the requested language was incorporated into the document.  BOEM will be 
copied on all subsequent consultations and coordinations associated with the OCS 
borrow areas. 
 
5. Concur, the Corps coordinated with BOEM to obtain additional studies and 
references.  This information was used to update the impacts assessments throughout 
Chapter 5. 
 
6. Concur, see response above. 
 
7. Concur, 4.1 is the effective volume in the OCS after assuming 15% dredge 
inefficiency. The total delineated volume is 4.9 MCY.  A table will be added to the SEIS 
to show total available, effective volume and in place volumes. The total available 
volume is approximately 24 MCY, not assuming DA-10 or expansion of Ship Island 
borrow.  The assumed effective volume to be obtained from the borrow areas is 19.5 
MCY due to dredge inefficiencies.  Assuming an estimated 5-10% loss during transport 
and placement, the current estimated placement volume is approximately 18 MCY.  To 
address issues with storms, the current plan has exhaustion of all available suitable 
borrow sources outside of the Petit Bois Alabama sites.  Any contingencies would likely 
come from these sources.  A section was added to the SEIS which discusses 
contingencies for placement of unto the authorized amount of 22 MCY should 
unforeseen events occur during construction that would warrant further placement. 
 
8. Non-concur on first part of the comment, page 3-6 is a general discussion of all 
borrow sites. Concur on second part, but should be discussed in Chapter 5 instead of 
3.2.1. Also will add a description of the criteria/approach used to determine the depth 
and area limits of the borrow sites in 3.2.1.2 (i.e. buffer used on bottom of borrow sites). 
 
9. Concur, these coordinations for the OCS sites were added appropriately. 
 
10. Concur, once the cultural resources surveys have been completed, this information 
will be included in the Final SEIS. 



11. Concur, discussion of the ranges of potential dredging depths, and post-dredging 
sediment types, and geomorphology of the identified sediment resource will be added to 
the SEIS. This discussion and cited scientific literature was used to substantiate 
conclusions for impacts to benthic communities and EFH. 
 
12. Concur, figures were revised accordingly. 
 
Specific Comments: 
 
13. Concur, language added to Section 3: BOEM also agreed to participate in the 
required ESA Section 7 consultation, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery and Conservation 
Management Act Essential Fish Habitat consultation (Section 305), the NHPA Section 
106 process, and the Coastal Zone Management Act Section 307 consistency 
determination.  As the lead federal agency for ESA Section 7 and the Essential Fish 
Habitat consultations, USACE notified USFWS and NMFS of its lead role and BOEM’s 
cooperating status.  Through this partnership USACE jointly submitted, with BOEM, the 
ESA Section 7 and Essential Fish Habitat assessments to USFWS and NMFS.  USACE 
also acted as the lead federal agency for Section 106 compliance in accordance with 36 
CFR Part 800.2(2) while BOEM acted as a cooperating agency for Section 106 
compliance, offering input and consultation as needed. 
 
14. Non-concur on first part. Page 3-6 is a general discussion of all borrow sites. Concur 
on second part, but should be discussed in Chapter 5 instead of 3.2.1. Also need to add 
a description of the criteria/approach used to determine the depth and area limits of the 
borrow sites in 3.2.1.2 (i.e. buffer used on bottom of borrow sites). 
 
15.  Appropriate discussion was added to this section in accordance with BOEM 
guidance. 
 
16.  Concur, the description of the new OCS sites will be provided in the final document. 
 
17. It is anticipated that the contractor will need several pipeline routes from water 
depths of approximately 30 ft south of the island to the breach closure area and East 
Ship.  Per the contract specifications, the contractor will be required to submit a pipeline 
route plan for COE approval at which time it will be evaluated against all environment 
and cultural resource requirements.  The contractor's pipeline route plan will include 
methodology, pipeline type, equipment needed and anchor point locations. 
 
18.  Concur, the document has been updated with the current OCS information when 
the geotechnical work is completed.  This work has been completed and incorporated 
into the document. 
 
19.  Appropriate language was added to this section in accordance with BOEM 
guidance. 
 



20.  Appropriate language was added to this section in accordance with BOEM 
guidance. 
 
21. Appropriate language was added to this section in accordance with BOEM 
guidance. 
 
22. Concur, added: No oil or tar products were observed during borrow site (in state or 
federal/OCS areas) sediment sampling from 2010 through 2014, and no oil or tar 
products were identified from core sediment sample analysis.   
 
23.  Concur, information provided by Vittor and Associates and added to the document 
for the OCS sites. They have identified other benthic studies that have been done closer 
to the OCS sites. These studies were not exactly in the OCS sites but are within the 
general vicinity and representative of the sites being used.   
 
24.  Concur. This section was updated to include the OCS borrow locations and 
checked for consistency with the BA. Text added to Section 4.5.8: Whale species 
protected under NOAA Fisheries (Table 4-7) are unlikely to occur in the nearshore 
project area due to its shallow waters. These species occur in the OCS, but typically at 
depths greater than 200 feet, and therefore not within the proposed OCS borrow site 
areas. 
 
25. Concur, the BA was updated with the latest figures. 
 
26.  Concur, added to Section 4.8: USACE acted as the lead federal agency for Section 
106 compliance in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.2(2), while BOEM acted as a 
cooperating agency for Section 106 compliance, established in the Cooperating Agency 
letter. As such, BOEM archaeologists worked with USACE to satisfy BOEM’s OCS 
Section 106 compliance, offering input and consultation as needed.   
 
27.  Concur, additional information from BOEM was used to update the impacts 
assessment on noise. 
 
28.  Concur, the Corps coordinated with BOEM to obtain additional studies and 
references from BOEM.  This information was used to update the impacts assessments 
throughout Chapter 5. 
 
29. Concur, a paragraph on the PBS-OCS was added. 
 
30.  Concur, appropriate language was added to this section in accordance with BOEM 
guidance. 
 
31. Concur, the need for additional modeling will be carefully considered based on final 
borrow area site locations for the additional OCS areas.  Appropriate discussion will be 
added to the SEIS for all sites where applicable. 
 



32.  Concur, paragraph revised to: Impacts under Borrow Site Option 4 would be similar 
to those described above for Ship Island restoration but would also include marine 
mammal species that could occur in the deeper OCS areas. The NOAA Fisheries 
Service issued the Gulf Regional Biological Opinion for Dredging of Gulf of Mexico 
Navigation Channels and Sand Mining Areas Using Hopper Dredges by USACE 
Galveston, New Orleans, Mobile, and Jacksonville Districts (Gulf of Mexico Regional 
Biological Opinion [GRBO]) (Consultation Number F/SER/2000/01287) dated November 
19, 2003. This document stated that the blue, fin, or sei whales would not be adversely 
affected by hopper dredging operations, since these are deepwater species and unlikely 
to be found near hopper dredging sites. Additionally, NOAA Fisheries has determined 
that there are no resident stocks of these species in the Gulf of Mexico, and therefore 
these species are not likely to be adversely affected by projects in the Gulf (2003). 
Therefore, no significant impacts would occur. 
 
33. Concur with first part that BOEM has coverage under GRBO.  The GRBO covers 
measures to minimize adverse actions and a take statement for gulf sturgeon and sea 
turtles. Non-concur with second part, and impact analysis will not be changed.  
 
34. Concur, appropriate language was added to this section in accordance with BOEM 
guidance. 
 
35. Concur, this section was updated to include cumulative effects in accordance with 
the CEQ guidelines. 
 
36.  Concur, added to Exec Summary and Section 2.1: This SEIS will be used to 
support the NEPA compliance requirements for the federal agencies with jurisdiction 
over parts of the tentatively selected plan, including USACE, the NPS, and the BOEM. 
As  a  federal agency  with  jurisdiction  to  manage  the resources  available  on  OCS, 
BOEM was invited by USACE to participate as a cooperating agency in the preparation 
of the SEIS.  BOEM’s connected, though separate, proposed action is to issue a 
negotiated agreement pursuant to its authority under the Outer Continental Shelf Lands 
Act for use of sand, gravel, and shell resources for CSDR projects from the OCS. What 
about NPS? 
 
37. Partially concur, the GRBO was discussed more in Section 5, under the sections to 
which it applies. Section 6.1 addresses Env. Laws, regs and E.O.s. 
 
38.  Concur, BOEM will be included in all remaining consultations with NMFS and 
USFWS. 
 
39. The SEIS covers OCS borrow locations, EFH consultations will be via the SEIS.  A 
formal letter will be sent to NMFS as a courtesy. 
 
40.  Concur, this language was added to SEIS as appropriate. 
 



41.  Concur, the Final SEIS, will contain the completed OCS cultural resource surveys 
data and coordination. 
 
 
 
APPENDIX N – Biological Assessment: 
 
Significant Overarching Comment 
 
42. Concur, the BA was updated appropriately and included in Appendix N.  
 
Specific Comments 
 
43. Concur, language was added to the BA to indicate the connected action and joint 
consulting role the consultations with NMFS and USFWS. 
 
44. Concur, the BA was corrected to be consistent with the SEIS. 
 
45. Concur, the BA was corrected to be consistent with the SEIS. 
 
46. Concur, the BA was corrected to be consistent with the SEIS. 
 
47. Concur, the appropriate updates were made to the BA.  
 
48. Non-concur, USFWS critical habitat designation for loggerhead sea turtles is on 
Petit Bois and Horn Islands, which are outside of the project areas.  The Corps will check 
to see if NMFS and USFWS designations for loggerheads overlap. If so, appropriate 
changes will be made 
 
49.  Concur, the BA was modified to say that whales are not likely to be present in the 
project area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 











Responses to Environmental Protection Agency’s Comments, Letter dated 
April 21, 2014 
 
1. Some uncertainty remains regarding the impact of prolonger and uninterrupted 
construction activities on Ship Island over a minimum period of 2.5 years. Approximately 
1500 acres of habitat will not be usable during this period. Many of the impacts 
discussed in the document are described as short-term b/c after construction is 
complete the environment is assumed to return to normal. However, it is unclear what 
the impacts of no nesting, no spawning, no benthic community have on populations, or 
reduced dissolved oxygen and increased turbidity may mean for fishing in the area (i.e., 
Ship Island) during this period. It is also unclear in some cases the extent of the turbidity 
plumes. EPA notes that it would helpful to be able to review both the monitoring and 
adaptive management plan, which may include routine monitoring and adaptive 
strategies should certain events occur and possibly the biological opinion to ensure that 
every effort is being made to further avoid or minimize impacts to spawning fish or 
foraging birds in the impact zone. 
 
Response: The construction schedule is being coordinated with USFSW and NPS to 
minimize impacts.  The impacts of concern are addressed in Chapter 5 of the SEIS. A 
monitoring and adaptive management (MAM) plan has been prepared and is included in 
Appendix S. 
 
2.  EPA understands that the COE coordinated with the tribes on cultural resources with 
the project area.  However, uncertainty now exists with the value place on the resource 
area. The FSEIS should include any additional tribal coordination efforts or changes to 
the resource designations (i.e., sacred sites). 
 
Response: The appropriate cultural resources coordinations are being conducted and 
will be included in the SEIS when completed. 
 
3. Based on our analysis of the proposed action, EPA rates this DSEIS as EC-1 (i.e., 
EPA has "environmental concerns"). The rating is based on the need to ensure that 
natural resource concerns such as water quality and impacts to fish and wildlife species 
are fully addressed in the monitoring and adaptive management plan. EPA understands 
the monitoring and adaptive management plan and the biological opinion, which are key 
components to addressing remaining resource questions, are being completed with 
assistance from federal agencies such as the NPS and USFWS. According the COE, 
this information will be available soon for interagency review and should help resolve 
any remaining issues that we may have. 
 
Response: A monitoring and adaptive management (MAM) plan has been prepared and 
is included in Appendix S. 
 
 







Response to Mississippi Museum of Natural Science Comments, Letter 
dated April 30, 2014 
 
Response: Formal consultations are being conducted with the NOAA Fisheries, NMFS 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  A biological assessment (BA) has been 
prepared and is included in Appendix N of the SEIS.  The Corps will be receiving 
biological opinions from both agencies which will include terms and conditions towards 
minimizing impacts to protected species including sea turtles, shorebirds, migratory 
birds, and Gulf sturgeon. 
 



 

 

April 21, 2014 

 

Dr. Susan I. Rees 

Department of the Army 

Mobile District, Corps of Engineers 

PO Box 2288 

Mobile, Alabama, 36628-0001 

Susan.I.Rees@usace.army.mil 

 

RE: Regarding DSEIS - MSCIP. 

 

Dear Dr. Rees:  

 

On behalf of the National Parks Conservation Association, I hereby submit these comments in response 

to the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the Mississippi Coastal 

Improvements Program (MsCIP) and the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) for sand borrow sites to 

replenish Cat and Ship Islands within the Gulf Islands National Seashore (GUIS). NPCA supports the 

DSEIS and TSP to the extent that the sand borrow sites lie outside of the Gulf Islands National 

Seashore, and supports efforts for more research and analysis of borrow sites within Mississippi or the 

Outer Continental Shelf as a superior alternative to purchase of sand from Alabama.  

 

NPCA Supports Use of Sand Removed From Areas Outside of the Park System  

 

The TSP in the DSEIS recommends removal of 19 million cubic yards (mcy) of sand from the following 

five locations for the replenishment of East Ship Island and closure of Camille Cut: 

 

 Ship Island (1.2 mcy)  

 Petit Bois Pass–in Alabama (8.5 mcy) 

 Petit Bois Pass-Mississippi (2.0 mcy) 

 Petit Bois Pass–Outer Continental Shelf (4.1 mcy), and  

 Horn Island Pass (3.2 mcy) 

 

This proposed course of action is referred to as “Borrow Site Option 4.” The TSP also includes a 

proposal to remove another 2 mcy from a site outside of the GUIS to replenish Cat Island.  

 

NPCA supports the decision to avoid disturbance of Sand Island. Sand Island should not be considered 

as a borrow site for sand removal because it maintains wildlife habitat within the boundary of the Gulf 

Islands National Seashore. NCPA supports the utilization of sands removed from non-Park sites, a goal 

in line with the National Park Service’s mission to “preserve unimpaired the natural and cultural 

resources and values of the national park system for the enjoyment, education, and inspiration of this 

and future generations.”   

 

The stated purposes of the DSEIS are: “…to restore a portion of the Mississippi barrier 

islands”…“related to the consequences of Hurricane Katrina, other hurricanes in the Gulf of Mexico in 

2005, and past navigational dredging and disposal activities that have altered sediment availability and 

transport along the islands.”1 To shuffle the same sand that is already in the GUIS island system to a 

                                                           
1 DSEIS, Executive Summary, p.2 



 

new location within that system goes against the goal of the DSEIS to replenish the GUIS with sand lost 

- a historic loss of 22 mcy of sand – due to man-made dredging activities. This goal supported by the 

Army Corps of Engineers, NPS, the United States, the State of Mississippi, and the public. As such, 

NPCA supports the DSEIS and TSP to the extent that the sand borrow sites lie outside of the Gulf 

Islands National Seashore. 

 

NPCA Supports Additional Research Regarding Use of Outer-Continental Shelf Sands  

 

NPCA supports a less expensive alternative than use of sands purchased or obtained from sites in 

Alabama if feasible. NPCA understands that purchase of sands from Alabama may result in increased 

costs ranging from $28 to $40 million dollars. These monies could be more effective and/or beneficial 

for use on other projects under the MsCIP without negatively impacting the GUIS replenishment 

project. We therefore support the decision to explore other areas in Mississippi or the Outer Continental 

Shelf (OCS) for the availability of suitable sand for both the Ship and Cat Island projects. If suitable 

material is found in these areas, then the purchase of Alabama sand can be reduced or avoided.  

 

Specifically, a more thorough analysis should be conducted regarding the availability of, and a 

cost/benefit analysis of utilizing, sands from the Outer-Continental Shelf off of the Mississippi shore for 

the GUIS sand replenishment. Additional studies should also be performed regarding the safety of 

removal of sands from any locations which may be impacted by underground oil reserves or fault lines.  

 

Gulf Islands National Seashore spreads across two island chains off the coast of Mississippi and 

Florida’s panhandle, offering historic forts, white sand beaches, and endless opportunities to learn and 

explore. The Park’s military forts and six cultural heritage sites were built over a span of nearly 150 

years. NPCA supports continued efforts by the Corps to conserve and protect the natural wildlife, 

habitat, and historic places of the GUIS. Specifically, this project should not result in negative impacts 

to endangered species, particularly sea turtles and wading birds, nor to these cultural and historic sites.  

 

We recognize that Corps has done significant work in evaluating the different management alternatives 

and subsequent environmental impacts surrounding this complex issue, and we appreciate the staff time 

and resources that have gone into making the most responsible and beneficial decision on this matter.  

 

Thank you for your consideration of this critical issue. We look forward to continuing to work with you 

toward the protection of America’s National Parks.   

 

Sincerely, 

 
John Adornato III 

Sun Coast Regional Director 

National Parks Conservation Association 

450 North Park Road, Suite 301 

Hollywood, FL  33021 



Response to National Conservation Association Comments, Letter dated 
April 21, 2014 
 
Response: Thank you for your comments. Information concerning additional borrow 
sites within the OCS is included in the Final SEIS. 



 
JULIA O'NEAL         P.O. Box 165 

           231 Holcomb Blvd. 
           Ocean Springs, MS 39566 

          601-928-8510 
          joneal4@gmail.com  
 
 
To:   U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile AL (via e-mail:  mscip@usace.army.mil ) 
From:   Julia O’Neal, Vice-chair, Mississippi Chapter of the Sierra Club 
Date:   4-21-14 
Re:   Comments; Draft SEIS, March 2014 (Cat and Ship Island Restoration and Alternative Site 

for Dredge Material Deposit from Pascagoula Channel) 
 
 
While the DSEIS is exhaustively researched and in many places goes far beyond my expertise (the 
composition and size of the borrow material, the latest knowledge of littoral movement, equipment), 
there are some areas that some of us would like to be assured will be handled carefully. 
 
1) The comprehensive 2009 MsCIP PEIS was completed before the BP spill.  Some of us are 

concerned that the borrow areas for the buildup projects detailed here may contain tar mats.  
Your random samplings for Macondo oil detritus (TPH) were conducted in June 2010, 
September 2010 and April/May 2011 (Chapter 4.3.6).  Tar balls and tar mats are still turning up 
in places where they weren’t before, on land.  There could easily have been movement under the 
water.  If bird survey data are current up to December 2013, we should see more recent surveys 
for TPH (total petroleum hydrocarbons).  On p. 5-12 (5.2.5) you say that if tar balls were 
encountered, the USCG would be notified for appropriate clean up.  We would contend that 
with more timely testing you could avoid this disturbance, which might lead to using 
contaminated borrow material.  There is very little mention, overall, of oil contamination in this 
DSEIS, and it deserves more study. 

 
2) Attached is a map of the areas that Mississippi Development Authority plans to lease for oil 

and gas drilling in state waters.  It looks as though the Mississippi borrow sites (in the adopted 
Option 4) for Ship Island (Figures 4-6 and 4-7), Horn Island Pass (Figure 3-13), and PBP-MS 
(Figure 3-11) are outside the one mile buffer around the Gulf Islands National Seashore, and in 
the lease area. You discuss the BOEM jurisdiction over mineral extraction, including gravel and 
sand, as applied to Alabama (p. VI and ff).  Presumably if Mississippi is leasing these areas of 
state waters, it might also consider your activity “mining.”  Perhaps the Mississippi 
Development Authority has given permission, but we would like to know. 

 
3) The replanting of the “new” areas of marsh and dune are to be “sea oats and forbs” (repeated 

often in the early section).  Later, the inventory of existing flora on the islands is thorough 
(4.5.1.2).  You have cross sections showing how you intend to structure the new geography, but 
you do not explain how you plan to re-vegetate the resulting foreshore & backshore, wetlands, 
dunes, etc., that result.  There will be some differences, as you point out, in the sand from 
different borrowing areas.  Varying heights need specific flora or the planting will not be 
successful.  Without the plants to hold these dunes and marshes in place, the constructions will 
be more subject to storms and the disturbance of nature may turn out to have been in vain.  It is 
essential that the first planting be successful so the vegetation is established as quickly as 
possible.  There is no real discussion of how the reconstructions will be configured and what the 
floral composition will be, other than “sea oats and forbs.”  Both geographical design and how 

mailto:joneal4@gmail.com
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vegetative cover will be “re-established” and “re-colonized” (p. 5-20) deserve detailed planning. 
 
Your discussion of sea grass loss—from 13,000 acres in 1969 to 3,614 in 2010 is striking, but 
we don’t know if you plan to address it. In Chapter 5, you say “Restoration of Ship Island could 
further enhance habitat for SAV” [submerged aquatic vegetation] (p. 5-21) but it sounds like a 
passive expectation, not cultivation.  
 

4) General doubts:  At 4.5.5, you seem sanguine about the health of the bottlenose dolphin 
population—that doesn’t seem to be the general scientific consensus lately, as each new calving 
season brings more bad news.  You discuss the red knot as a species of concern, and that they 
have been observed wintering on East Ship (4.5.6.1).  Do we really want to re-connect the 
humans on West Ship with the birds? The entirety of Chapter 5 describes  impacts on benthic 
life, phyto- and zooplankton, DO, turbidity, nutrient destruction, especially in the borrow sites, 
but the existing life in the placement sites will also be destroyed.  You express extreme 
confidence that all this will re-generate quickly.  At one point, relative to the noise (especially of 
hopper dredgers), you say that “endangered species observers would be on board and would 
record all whale sightings and note any potential behavioral impact” (p. 5-34).   Noting impact is 
not preventing it.  Although there is much discussion of the positive after-effects for birds of 
more foraging and nesting land, the stress of disruption that you describe, particularly for 
migratory species, is daunting. Do we really want to disrupt already stressed habitat, especially 
so soon after the BP disaster?    

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Responses to Mississippi Chapter, Sierra Club Comments, Email dated 
April 21, 2014 
 
1.  The majority of sampling conducted by USACE for borrow material was conducted 
after the oil spill in 2010. No oil, tar balls, or other petroleum products were encountered 
during the 2010, 2011, 2012, or 2013 sampling events.  Due to the offshore borrow  
locations, it is unlikely that oil or tar products will be encountered other than the normal 
seeps that occur in the GOM.  During project construction, the contractor will have an 
inspector aboard the dredge platform during operations to ensure that if oil and tar 
products are encountered, the dredged material will not be used for the project.  In the 
event that a borrow area is contaminated, it will be reported to the US Coast Guard and 
the dredge will be decontaminated as necessary and move to another designated 
borrow area.  In the event that contaminated material is used in the fill, the USCG will 
be notified and proper cleanup measures will be taken. 
Added to Section 4.3.6 Sediment Quality:  No oil or tar products were observed during 
borrow site (in state or federal/OCS areas) sediment sampling from 2010 through 2014, 
and no oil or tar products were identified from core sediment sample analysis.   
 
2.  This issue was discussed with the MS Secretary of State and staff. They currently 
have no leases in the vicinity of our borrow sites. Per their request, we provided them 
the locations of the borrow sites so they could ensure that actions associated with future 
leases will avoid the areas around the borrow sites until after the project is complete. 
 
3.  The planting will be done similar to the West Ship Island north shore action, and may 
include typically beach/dune species such as sea oats, gulf bluestem, etc. We expect 
sea grass population to expand thru natural recruitment. Per bulleted impact statements 
included in Section 5.4.1 (see below), beach vegetation would be increased through 
plantings and recruitment, and SAV would be increased due to natural recruitment from 
the addition of new habitat suitable for SAV.  Under Section 5.4.1 (Coastal Habitats), 
the following text is included:  
 
• Short-term to long-term minor impacts would occur to barrier island beach vegetation. 
These losses would occur at the tips of East Ship and West Ship Islands around 
Camille Cut. Re-vegetation would occur via plantings and natural recruitment on newly 
added upland.  
 
• Long-term, moderate, beneficial impacts to SAV would occur from the addition of 
potential new habitat for colonization. 
 
In Section 5.4.1, text added to the end of this sentence: Although flora and fauna 
occupying these habitats would be lost, the various habitats would become re-
established and re-colonized following restoration. The newly created island segment 
would be planted with native dune vegetation, including sea oats (Uniola paniculata), 
gulf bluestem (Schizachyrium maritimum), and or other grasses and forbs, to restore 
stable dune habitat. Planting would include vegetation similar to that found in the 
existing coastal habitats (Section 4.5.1). 



   
In Section 3.2.2.4, (Optimal Design for Restoration of Ship Island), and Section 3.2.3.3 
(Construction Phasing) text added: The newly created island segment would be planted 
with native dune vegetation, including sea oats (Uniola paniculata), gulf bluestem 
(Schizachyrium maritimum), and or other grasses and forbs, to restore stable dune 
habitat. Planting would include vegetation similar to that found in the existing coastal 
habitats (Section 4.5.1). 
 
4. Yes, because the long-tem impacts of no action are significant.  This is discussed in 
detail in Chapter 5 of the SEIS. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dr. Susan I. Rees 
MsCIP Program 
Department of the Army,  
Mobile District, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 2288 
Mobile, AL 36628-0001 
 
By email: susan.i.rees@usace.army.mil mscip@us.army.mil 
 
 
 
April 21, 2014 
 
 
RE: Comments on MsCIP Comprehensive Barrier Island Restoration for Hancock, 
Harrison and Jackson Counties Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement, March 2014. 
 
 
Dear Dr. Rees: 
 
 
Gulf Restoration Network is committed to empowering people to protect and restore the 
natural resources of the Gulf of Mexico Region. GRN submits these comments on 
behalf of its members who live and work in Mississippi and on behalf of its members 
and supporters who use and enjoy the Mississippi barrier islands. 
 
Comments cover points presented in the recent draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Mississippi Coastal Improvements Program (MsCIP) project to 
replenish and restore portions of the barrier islands of the Gulf Islands National 
Seashore located in Mississippi state waters. 
 
 The National Park Service, in it’s stewardship of the Gulf Islands National Seashore, 
manages and has jurisdiction over the biological, physical and cultural resources found 
on the islands and in the waters within one mile of their terrestrial limits. 
 
It is clear from my conversations with both National Park Service staff and Mobile Corps 
staff at the Corps’ public information workshop in Biloxi in April 2014 that the restoration 
of Ship and Cat Islands is a matter on which the Corps of Engineers and the National 
Park Service have disagreed. The two agencies seem to have overcome their 
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differences which were substantially over location of borrow sites. This issue 
necessarily includes questions of the cost of obtaining suitable material (sand) for the 
repair of the islands.  
 
The project has gone through several iterations and has been narrowed from many 
restoration areas to focus on rejoining the two halves of Ship Island (East and West 
Ship Island) and on replenishing sand on beaches facing the Gulf side on the eastern 
extremities of both East Ship Island and Cat Island. 
 
A central point of dispute between the Corps and the National Park Service has been 
whether Sand Island should be dredged or dug out to provide sand for the 
replenishment and repair of Ship and Cat Islands. Sand Island, situated near the 
western tip of Petit Bois Island, is a Corps of Engineers spoil disposal site used to place 
materials produced through dredging the Pascagoula Ship Channel. Sand has been 
deposited in this site; know as Disposal Area 10 (DA-10) for many decades. The 
Pascagoula Ship Channel has been federally maintained for well over a century. Sand 
Island at DA-10 has been built by dredge spoil deposition at a site within the boundaries 
of the Gulf Islands National Seashore. The USACOE sought to rely on Sand Island as a 
borrow site for this barrier island restoration project. At the same time, the National Park 
Service has resisted any disturbance of it because Sand Island offers wildlife habitat, 
particularly terrestrial resting, feeding and nesting habitat for sea birds, and is used by 
recreational boaters in the Gulf Islands National Seashore. Sand Island contains 
established fresh water wetlands much like the wetlands found on the other nearby 
barrier islands such as Horn Island. The National Park Service relies on its regulations 
and agency operating procedures as authority for its insistence that Sand Island not be 
disturbed by dredging. 
 
The present version of the SEIS for the MsCIP barrier island restoration and 
replenishment project avoids using any of Sand Island and leaves it undisturbed. The 
solution for finding suitable sand is to seek it in the territorial waters of both Mississippi 
and Alabama, and in the federal waters of the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS). A 
sizeable amount of sand of suitable size/grade has been located for this project in a 
number of places around the Mississippi barrier islands and in Alabama. At the time of 
publication of this SEIS in March 2014, sand from Alabama was relied upon for a 
substantial portion of the material needed for re-connecting the halves of Ship Island. 
However, other sites in Mississippi territorial waters and in the OCS are being studied 
that may provide suitable sand. The result of these studies were not available at the 
time of publication of the March 2014 SEIS for this project.  
 
The current draft SEIS states that there will be purchases of sand from the State of 
Alabama for use in this Mississippi project. The SEIS also states that at the time of its 
publication, other sand borrow sites are being surveyed in the OCS south of Horn and 
Petit Bois Islands. If significant quantities of suitable sand material can be found in 
these areas, the sand purchases from Alabama may be reduced, producing welcome 
cost savings for the Corps of Engineers.  
 



Gulf Restoration Network recognizes that the two federal agencies have worked to 
overcome their differences on the issue of cost and the sources of sand to be used in 
this island restoration project. Gulf Restoration Network supports the island restoration 
work proposed for Ship and Cat Island including the closing of Camille Cut between 
East and West Ship Islands.  

Rejoining East and West Ship Islands will create new terrestrial habitat. The areas of 
the Mississippi Sound north of a restored Ship Island will benefit from the project by 
having salinities decreased, and by being sheltered from wave action from the open 
waters of the Gulf of Mexico. Hurricane Camille Cut, the breach opened by the storm in 
1969 between East and West Ship Island, has for more than forty years allowed 
increased volumes of high salinity Gulf water to reach the  Mississippi Sound, raising 
the salinity in the sound north of Ship island. Closing Camille Cut to make Ship Island 
whole should decrease these local salinity levels. Sea grass beds on the north side of 
Ship Island may re-colonize the bottom in calmer, lower salinity waters of the island’s 
north (Sound) side after the work is complete. Increasing the coverage of sound-side 
sea grass beds would increase nursery habitat for estuarine fish and invertebrate 
species.  

Avoiding disturbance of Sand Island preserves habitat utilized by shorebirds and 
seabirds and keeps freshwater wetlands intact on the island. Gulf Restoration Network 
supports the decision by the COE to avoid dredging Sand Island and to seek suitable 
sand elsewhere whether in the OCS or in Alabama. 

In Mississippi’s Coastal Zone Program document (MCP 1988), the stability of the barrier 
islands, their function in wave attenuation, and in protecting the mainland from the full 
force of Gulf waves and storms are discussed as being part of the national interest. 
MCP Ch. 8 Section 7 (G) provides the following: “consideration shall be given to 
protecting the physical integrity of Mississippi’s barrier islands so that they may continue 
to shelter the coastal area from devastation.” When development projects propose any 
changes to the barrier islands, the Mississippi Department of Marine Resources Coastal 
Zone Management Program must consider how the national interest might be affected, 
particularly if the height of the barrier islands or their stability is reduced. 

Projects to restore and stabilize the Mississippi barrier islands are in the national 
interest. The projects to add sand to exposed and eroding faces of Cat or Ship Islands 
to restore their dimensions, and the larger project to fill Camille Cut and rejoin the East 
and West halves of Ship Island are protective of the same national interest as described 
by the state’s Coastal Zone Management Program regulation document. These projects 
will help protect the mainland by keeping the barrier islands stable and functioning to 
attenuate waves from Gulf storms. 

A feature of the tentatively selected plan (Option 4) is the alteration of the Pascagoula 
Ship Channel dredge spoil placement area (DA-10), The spoil drop area will be moved 
to a point farther southward of Sand Island so that the dredged material put there will be 
more likely to be captured by westward moving longshore currents and become part of 



 
 

 
 

the littoral drift that builds the barrier islands. This is a good adjustment to COE dredge 
operations and is supported by Gulf Restoration Network. 
 
The MsCIP draft Supplemental EIS discusses the restoration projects for these islands 
as the first line of defense in helping the Mississippi Coast resist the physical effects of 
future storms. Other lines of defense, all landward of the islands and on the mainland, 
include non-structural solutions, the rebuilding of levees and the purchase of wetlands 
to preserve them as flood water storage, among others. Gulf Restoration Network 
recognizes that the island restoration projects described in the MsCIP SEIS are part of a 
comprehensive suite of projects designed to make the coast more resistant to storms 
and flooding.  
 
Gulf Restoration Network supports the MsCIP barrier island restoration project 
tentatively selected for the restoration of Ship and Cat Islands. This is also described as 
Option 4 in the draft SEIS. We support the decision to avoid disturbance of Sand Island 
because it maintains wildlife habitat within the boundary of the Gulf Islands National 
Seashore. We support the decision to explore other areas in Mississippi or the OCS for 
the availability of suitable sand for the Ship and Cat Island projects. If suitable material 
is found in these areas, then the purchases of Alabama sand can be reduced or 
avoided.  
 
 
Gulf Restoration Network appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on the above 
project. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Andrew Whitehurst 
Water Policy Director 
Gulf Restoration Network  
   
 
 



Response to the Gulf Restoration Network Comments, Letter dated April 
21, 2014 
 
Response: Thank you for your review and support of the project. 







Responses to the Gulf Islands Conservancy Comments, Email dated April 
21, 2014 
 
 
1. Following the Deepwater Horizon oil spill, USACE and USEPA jointly developed a 
testing protocol to analyze the spill’s potential impact to USACE’s Federal channels. In 
late 2010, sediment and water samples were collected and analyzed to characterize the 
physical and chemical quality of the proposed dredged material and disposal site(s). 
Chemical concentrations of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, total organic carbon 
(TOC), and total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), including diesel-range organics, oil-
range organics, and gasoline-range organics, were also identified in the sediment 
samples. Additionally, in June 2010, USACE conducted statistically random sediment 
testing in the borrow and placement areas that were under investigation at that time. 
Grab samples collected were analyzed for TPH. Based on USACE-USEPA sediment 
and water sample results, no discernible changes in the sediment quality were 
attributable to the Deepwater Horizon oil spill.  If any evidence of oil is detected during 
construction operations, the Coastal Guard will be notified accordingly. 
 
2. A Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan has been prepared and is included in 
Appendix S of the SEIS. 
 
3. The planting will be done similar to the West Ship Island north shore action, and may 
include typically beach/dune species such as sea oats, gulf bluestem, etc. We expect 
sea grass population to expand thru natural recruitment. Per bulleted impact statements 
included in Section 5.4.1 (see below), beach vegetation would be increased through 
plantings and recruitment, and SAV would be increased due to natural recruitment from 
the addition of new habitat suitable for SAV.  Under Section 5.4.1 (Coastal Habitats), 
the following text is included:  
 
• Short-term to long-term minor impacts would occur to barrier island beach vegetation. 
These losses would occur at the tips of East Ship and West Ship Islands around 
Camille Cut. Re-vegetation would occur via plantings and natural recruitment on newly 
added upland.  
 
• Long-term, moderate, beneficial impacts to SAV would occur from the addition of 
potential new habitat for colonization. 
 
In Section 5.4.1, text added to the end of this sentence: Although flora and fauna 
occupying these habitats would be lost, the various habitats would become re-
established and re-colonized following restoration. The newly created island segment 
would be planted with native dune vegetation, including sea oats (Uniola paniculata), 
gulf bluestem (Schizachyrium maritimum), and or other grasses and forbs, to restore 
stable dune habitat. Planting would include vegetation similar to that found in the 
existing coastal habitats (Section 4.5.1). 
   



In Section 3.2.2.4, (Optimal Design for Restoration of Ship Island), and Section 3.2.3.3 
(Construction Phasing) text added: The newly created island segment would be planted 
with native dune vegetation, including sea oats (Uniola paniculata), gulf bluestem 
(Schizachyrium maritimum), and or other grasses and forbs, to restore stable dune 
habitat. Planting would include vegetation similar to that found in the existing coastal 
habitats (Section 4.5.1). 
 











Responses to Comments from Charles Kremer, Emails dated April 8 and 
March 9, 2014 
 
Email Dated April 8, 2014 
Response:  Extensive storm surge and wave modeling along the Mississippi coast as 
documented in Wamsley, T.V. et al, 2013 as well as the 2009 Mississippi Barrier Island 
Feasibility report has shown that while restoring the islands' footprint does not have a 
significant impact on storm surge it does have the ability to reduce wave energy in the 
lee and thus peak water levels along the mainland. 
 
Email Dated March 9, 2014 
Response: 2. See previous response concerning detail modeling and published 
technical reports that demonstrate these islands have the ability to reduce wave energy 
generated by hurricanes in their lee. Although the amount of wave reduction is highly 
dependent on the characteristics of the storm (i.e. forward speed, path ect.) the reports 
clearly support that the islands provide a reduction in wave energy and total water level 
in their lee. There is no known published literature that supports the notion that loss of 
the islands would lessen future hurricane storm damage. 



From: Ken Murphy
To: Rees, Susan I SAM; David Baria
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Barrier Island Project
Date: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 1:27:42 PM

Dear Susan:

Thank you for the opportunity.

Although I am in favor of restoring the islands I think the money ($439,000,000) could be used more
wisely.

Rather than just restoring islands that will most certainly be damaged by future storms, what if:

We build a levee running along the northern side of the islands, 1/4 mile or so from the shoreline,
enlarging the island, but close enough so the island would fill in naturally. It would be about 25 feet
high, enough to protect against most storms. Further, much of the base could be built using concrete
construction debris, offsetting the cost of construction.

It would double as a state park and a true barrier to future storms.

The levee could run from Alabama to Louisiana and support two lanes of car traffic with fingers going
down to the waters edge for outdoor recreation such as fishing, picnicking etc..

Usage fees could be charged. This way we create a tourism destination project that will pay for itself as
well as create jobs and tax revenue well into the future.

I realize that this would be a much larger project, costing more, but look how much more we would
benefit in the future. I don't think anyone would complain.

Thank you,

Ken Murphy
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Response to Comments from Ken Murphy, Email dated March 11, 2014 
 
Response: The overarching goal of the MsCIP barrier island component is to restore 
sediment that was removed from the barrier island system through dredging and 
disposal practices of maintenance of the federal navigation channel(s).   A levee 
running along the northern side of the islands would not be able to accomplish this 
primarily goal.  While a levee would likely help reduce wave heights in its lee such a 
large scale project spanning the region would likely have unintended consequences. 



From: Peter Kraemer
To: Rees, Susan I SAM
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Beach Restoration
Date: Sunday, March 16, 2014 12:17:59 PM

Dr. Rees,

I read about the funds and project dedicated to restoring the Mississippi Sound barrier islands.

Would it be possible to allocate some of that funding to a Dauphin Island?  The Island is an important
part of the ecosystem as well and it seems odd to stop the project just short of the island.

Best Regards

Peter Kraemer

mailto:peterkraemer@sbcglobal.net
mailto:Susan.I.Rees@usace.army.mil


Response to Comments from Peter Kraemer, Email dated March 16, 2014 
 
Response: Thank you for your concern relative to Dauphin Island. The Congressional 
authorization [The Supplemental Appropriations Act, 2009 (P.L. 111-32)] is very specific 
directing the Secretary of the Army to use the amount provided for barrier island 
restoration to restore historic levels of storm damage reduction to the Mississippi Gulf 
Coast. Application of any of these funds to Dauphin Island would be in violation of the 
Congressional authorization. 





Response to Comments from Sammy Holcomb, Email dated March 21, 2014 
 
Response: Vibracore borings were completed along the Gulfport Channel in 2010 as 
part of this project.  The borings indicated that generally the grain size of the sediments 
was too small to be compatible with the fill requirements for this project.  The few 
borings that did contain a larger grain size were isolated and did not indicate a large 
enough deposit for economical mining.  Many of the samples also indicated that the 
sediments also contain a higher percentage of fine sediments (silts and clays) than is 
desired for this project.  Therefore, because of the generally small grain size and higher 
content of fine sediments, USACE has determined that it would not be feasible to use 
the sediments from this area as fill for this project. 



From: Jim Landrum
To: Rees, Susan I SAM
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Ms Barrier Island Restoration Plan
Date: Friday, March 14, 2014 7:44:10 AM

Dear Susan,

I am happy to see that this includes restoring the south spit of Cat Island.  However I would like to see
the sand dredged from Smugglers Cove to rebuild the south spit.  This would return Smugglers  Cove
to its original depth and provide a more usable safe harbor for recreational boaters.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this project.

James Landrum

Sent from my iPad

mailto:saltydawg.landrum@gmail.com
mailto:Susan.I.Rees@usace.army.mil


Response to Comments from Jim Landrum, Email dated March 14, 2014 
 
Response: While Summglers Cove likely contains some level of compatible material 
due to overwash along the southern spit, the area is part of the present day island 
platform and was therefore not considered a viable source.   


	Appendix R - Public Involvement and Agency Correspondence - 10-29-14-final-secure
	Appendix R - Public Involvement and Agency Correspondence
	Public Involvement and Agency Correspondence
	BOEM Letter
	BOEM Letter
	NMFS Submission Letter
	USFWS Submission Letter
	Notice of Intent
	Letters to Govt Officials - Notice of Availability of Draft SEIS
	Letters to Agencies - Notice of Availability of Draft SEIS


	Agency and Public Review Comments and Responses - cover
	DOI_21 April 2014 Comments
	DOI Comments Responses
	EPA DSEIS C0MMENTS
	EPA Comments Responses
	MS Museum of Natural Science_30 Apr 2014
	MS Museum of Natural Science Comments Responses
	National Parks Conservation Association 4 20 14 - final
	National Parks Conservation Association Comments Responses
	MS Chapter, Sierra Club_4-21-14
	Sierra Club Comments Responses
	Gulf Restoration Network comments April 21 2014
	Gulf Restoration Network Comments Responses
	Gulf Island Conservancy Comments
	Gulf Islands Conservancy Responses
	Ken Murphy Comments
	Ken Murphy Comments Responses
	Peter Kraemer Comments
	Peter Kraemer Comments Responses
	Sammy Holcomb Comments Responses

	MsCIP_DSEIS_FinalComment_Response12152014



